


Additional costs and service degradation ..y.be associated
with reconfiguration of operating .yet... to accQlllllOClate apectrua
reduction.

Public Intere,t

~he 1610-1616.5 KHz band ie propoaed to lie fallow. Under
most proposals presented in this proceeding some use is envisioned
for this band.

Current disputes over spectrum policy and rules would
continue in the coordination committee.

Success in marketplace (i.e., increasing need for frequencies
to meet demand) may·be penalized rather than rewarded becauae of
inflexible spectrum assignment policy of l/x IOIz to each new
entrant. Under full band sharing, frequency use ..y be baaed upon
dynamic, market-driven band sharing.
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MOTOROLA INC.

March 26, 1993

Edward F. Miller, Ph.D.
clo Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, N.W.
Room 62181
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Dr. Miller:

In response to your request at the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee
meeting yesterday, enclosed please find Motorola's views concerning the
FCC/Facilitator's proposal and some of the objections that have been
raised to that proposal.

Please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions about our
comments.

Cordially,

fNJJ.;L~~
Michael D. Kennedy

Enclosure
00: Mr. Thomas Tycz (via hand delivery)

.....-
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Motorola'. View, Concerning the
FCC/Faclllt.to,', Propo••' and

Some of the ObJection. That Have
Be.n Raised to That Propo,••

Motorola fully supports the guiding principles that underlie the

FCC/Facilitator's proposal, and the approach outlined In that proposal.

The proposal may need some fine tuning, but Motorola believe. that the

time to do so is during the opportunity for public comment on the Notice

of Proposed Rulemaking that the FCC will issue following the issuance of

a report by this .Committee.

A. Review of Stated Objections to the Pmposal

Most of the objections that have been raised to the FCC/Facilitator

proposal are without merit, white others fait to recognize that the

proposal represents only a framework for agreement, with the details to

be filled in when the. FCC issues its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. The

four sections of the proposal that received the most comment were:

1) The section that states licensees would not be guaranteed a

defined amount of spectrum for operational purposes. ~

proposal instead calls for a permittee to be supplied a
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minimum amount of spectrum when the first .teliite Is

launched, and more when the Iystem II fufly operationaQ:

2) The section of the proposal that provides for reducing the

amount of spectrum available to a system if additional

systems are launched, or if assigned lpectrum is not fully

used;

3) The section that establishes a Standing Committee comprised

of all operators that have received a license, have launched

.satellites and/or are operating;

4) The section that vests the Standing Committee with the

authority to ·make by mutual agreement under prescribed

conditions the actual U.S. domestic frequency assignments to

the satellite systems as they are launched,- to act as a forum

to ·coordinate the use of the spectrum by these U.S. systems

around the worldw (recognizing that -rhe FCC remains the focal

point for ITU coordination', and, if a system is unsuccessful

in using its assigned spectrum, to ·,eassign the excess

•
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spectrum amongst the other latenite systems In accordance

with appropriate usage criteria.·

Th~se sections were generally objected to on the grounds that they

constitute an abdication of FCC authority, put off the -hard decisions· to

the future, and assign those hard decisions to • committee that II unlikely

to be capable of making those decisions effectively. It was also claimed

that under the FCC/Facilitator's approach, applicants will not receive a

guaranteed allocation of spectrum, and, as a result, will be unable to

secure financing.

B. Besponse to Objections

Contrary to the views of the objecting parties, the FCCIFacllitator'.

proposal does not represent an abdication of FCC authority. Under this

proposal, as Motorola understands it, the FCC will establish the formulas

for determining the amount of spectrum to be assigned to each system

that is launched, and to each system that is fully operational. The FCC

will also develop the criteria for de~ermining when a system is fully

operational, and will devetop the formula for reapportioning speCtrum

based upon usage. To the extent that these criteria and formula are not
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fully .et out In the FCC/Facilitator proposal, it II Motorola',

understanding that they wlll be set out In the Notice of Proposed

Rulemaking, and will be subject to sharpening and Improvement In the

comment period that will follow that Notice.

Nor does the FCC's proposal Improperly postpone the 1lard" decision

of which applicant should receive how much spectrum, In the first place,

the FCC will have made the decision as to 'the Initial assignment of

spectrum. The FCC will have established the guiding principle that no

licensee receives spectrum unless it launches a satellite system and that

a permittee will be assured of a minimum amount of spectrum if the

permittee launches and begins commercial operations. , The actual amount

of spectrum received will depend on how many other systems are

launched. The FCC will also, under this proposal, establish the appropriate

usage formula for reassigning speptrum.

These are risks which can be assessed. It is no different than the

uncertainty that exists under the full band interference sharing approach,

where, although a permittee knows how much spectrum It will have If It

launches, its capacity will be subsequently affected by the number of

,
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other COMA systems that launch and begin operating.

There is no reason to believe that the Standing Oommittee will prove

incapable of making the decisions and performing the functions entrusted

to It.. In fact, the functions of the Standing Committee under the

FCC/Facilitator's proposal are not significantly different from the

functions of the committee that the objectors propose to establish to

coordinate interference sharing under the full band sharing proposal. It is

difficult to understand why one committee would be capable of

functioning effectively, while the other would not.

In this connection, the Standing Committee will not be required to

make extraordinarily difficult decisions. It will be reviewing data to

determine if a system is ·fully operational- under the FCC', definition of

that term. It will be reviewing data to determine the system's -Usage,­

again applying the FCC's definition. Assuming the FCC provides adequate

definitions of these terms - and initial inadequacies, if any, can be

corrected later .- applying them should not prove an insoluble task.

Private coordination of the use of MSS satellite frequencies would
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not represent a unique and untried leap Into the unknown. The FCC hu

often certified frequency coordinating committees to select and

recommend private radio frequency assignments. Appendix 1 consists of a

list of such FCC certified frequency coordinators. Nor would this be the

first time that the Commission has required satellite operators to work

out their differences Informally. Thus, for example, when the Commission

established two-degree spacing for Ku-band satellites, it left potential

interference problems to be resolve~ through informal coordination

between FSS permittees and licensees, rather than through formal

rulemaking procedures.1

To be sure, one consequence of that portion of the FCC/Facilitator's

proposal which does not assign spectrum until an applicant has launched

is that an applicant cannot sell unused spectrum to others. Avoiding such

speculation would, however, appear to be one of the guiding principles of

the proposal.

1 ~ in CC Docket No. 81-704, In..1bIJIItIiI:

.B.bWAJu..gWU:UUjUbJ~!llLID4~Wlllia.I1I (Reduced Otbltal
Spacing) _ F.C.C. 2d ----' 54 RR 2d 5n, 590 (1983).
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Finally, there Is no merit to the argument that a provision Is

unworkable because It would require a fully operational system to reduce

its spectrum if another system becomes fully operational, or If It fails to

fully use all its assigned spectrum. Provisions for loss of spectrum have

been successfully administered in other contexts. In the Private land

Mobile Radio Services, for example, the licensee of a trunked or

conventional 800/900 MHz system may have some of its channels

reassigned to another licensee from the same service category If certain

loading requirements are not satisfied and no other channels are available

in that area. s..eJt. 47 C.F.R. §§ 90.631, 90.633.

Conclysion

The FCC/Facilitator's proposal·relieves the FCC of the necessity of

passing judgment on' the business risk and technical viability of the

competing systems, while establishing a sound FCC framework within

which the applicants have an opportunity to receive a license, and the

marketplace can decide which applicants will survive.

While reserving its right to suggest refinements in the proposal at

the appropriate time, Motorola now supports it as a valuable approach to
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consensus. Motorola urges the FCC to utilize the FCClFaclJitator proposal

as th°e basis for that portion of the Notice of Proposed Rutemaklng

governing spectrum assignment policies. .

.~.",

'\"
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APPENDIX 1.:

CERnFIED FREQUENCY COORDINATORS

AS OF JANUARY 30. 1892

National Association of Business and Education Radio, Inc.

A~sociated Public-Safety Communications Officers. Inc.

Special Industrial Radio Service Association, Inc.

(now Industrial Telecommunications Association)

International Municipal Signal Association

Utilities Telecommunications Council

Manufacturers Radio Frequency Advisory Committee

Petroleum Frequency Coordinating Committee

Association of American Railroads

Telephone Maintenance Frequency Advisory Committee

American Trucking Association, Inc.

International Taxicab Association

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

Forestry Conservation Communications Association

Forest Industrial Telecommunications

American Automobile Association

American Newspaper Publishers Association

Central Station Electrical Protection Association

Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers·

Special Emergency Frequency Coordination Committee··

•

• •
Operations are combined with Special Industrial Association. lne.

Operations are combined with National Association of Business and

Educational Radio, Inc.
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2000 Ie STUET. N.W.
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MEMORANDUM

March 26, 1993
(via Hand Delivery)

'1'0& Bd Xlllar
Pacilitator

CC I '1'ca-ryes
-PU1l Jazau1De1t, "CZ.
Kriati &8D4al1, ••q.
John Gil.eDaD

Roger Rusch
Odyssey Program Manager
TRW Inc.

No~ P. Leventhal, Bsq:

U: Concern. of ft" Regarding the propo.e4
March 25 -Blement. of a Con.~.- .~

Above 1 GBz Negotiated Rulamaklng Committ.e

TRW hopes that the following paragraphs will assist you
in evaluating the functionality and reasonableness of the
proposal you have advanced. Initially, we note that certain
basic principles should guide the Advisory Committee, and later
the PCC, in making frequency assignment and licensing decisions
for the new MSS services proposed by the applicants. The.e can
be succinctly set forth as follows:

1. Pacilitate Service eo.petitioa. The public interest i8 best
served by providing for competition to ensure high quality
service and attractive rates to users. The rules must
realistically maximdze entry.

2. Bnable Liceu..iag of All CUrreu.t ApplicaDt.. The PCC should
permdt the marketplace to select the most attractive systems.

3. Permit Future btry. The PCC must avoid providing exclusive
use of the spectrum to anyone applicant and thus preclude later
entrants from access to the spectrum.

4. Grant l1acollditional Acee•• to the BaIl48. The FCC mU.t
attempt to provide the most favorable regulatory scenario to

9M5.11CD269Sll:SJ
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enable the applicants to finance their systems and provide
service to the American public at the earliest possible ttme.

s. No Undue Burden on Any Si11g1e Licen.... Certain portions of
the SUbject spectrum are more difficult to use than others; all
applicants should be afforded the opportunity to share the
spectrum equally for successful operation.

6. ADy Sharing Approach Should B. AdmiDi.tratlv.ly St.pl. ~
Implement. The FCC should not be required to continuously
regulate use of the spectrum or be required unneces.arily to
mediate di.putes among applicants.

7. Provide Pull Ace... of the Sp.ctrum By Operatillg Syat...
The rules should minimize the need for future PCC intervention if
an operator fails to provide service; successful operators should
be able to use the spectrum without going back to the PCC (or an
organization delegated to act for the FCC) for further extended
processes.

As you will note, these are not too different in scope than the
goals outlined in your presentation yesterday. TRW, however,
interprets their meaning and implementation in a considerably
different fashion.

This Negotiated Rule Making (NRM) is considering rules and
policies intended to engender a whole range of new services for
the benefit of the American public and, at the same time,
accommodate five applicants proposing spread apectrum COMA and
one applicant proposing bi-directional FDMA/TIICA. At present,
there is no unanimity on the manner in which these twin
objectives can be achieved - - but~ becauae one of six
applicants insists on maintaining a system design that is wholly
incompatible with the others. The option outlined in -Blements
of a Consensus· (SOC), however, merely begs the question and
defers the necessary regu~atory decision by authorizing the
incompatible systems to proceed at their own risk and graDt use
of the spectrum on a first launched basis. ~ile this ..y, at
first glance, be appealing from a regulatory standpoint today, it
is anti-Solomonic in that it -splits the baby- without regard to
the public interest and good technical and regulatory policy.
(For example, under the SOC approach, each system would bave to
be designed to accommodate a wide variety of fr-.uency assignment
decisions which are unknowable at the tilDe of system d.s1gn and
construction.) While the BOC proposal on its face would. appear
to allow each system to be built without making changes 1n its
system design, this feature alone can DOt forom a basis for
rational administrative decision making.

t965.11G1269J1I:S1
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And there are many inherent and significant disadvantages to
such an approach:

• The BOC assumes, contrary to the data established in
the working groups, that spectrum segmentation is the
appropriate solution to frequency assignments. Subdivision
of a small segment of spectrum, however, is extremely
inefficient because of the expected need to provide guard
bands between incompatible modulation syst_. This is not
an idle concemiit results in a substantial loss of
caPacity for both adjacent operators.

• The BOC is similar to the POC'. ill-fated and
frequently criticized AM Stereo decision. The PCC must
establish access standards before the marketplace will
invest in a new technology.

• Consumers will pay a substantially higher price for
service because the systems will need to incorporate many
additional features. These features include switchab1e
filters in handsets, out-ot-band emission -masks- built for
all possible cases that will waste spectrum, and changes in
ground station design to accommodate all possible spectrum
assignments. These additional expenses would not be
necessary if the FCC made a clear and unconditional decision
at the outset.

• The FCC, and the industry, will indefinitely bave to
carry the administrative and cost burden ot the standing
committee needed to re-regulate the frequency assigaments as
new systems are installed and their usage varies over time.
This committee will also add to the cost to consumer., not
to mention generate extended litigation whenever standing
committee decisions are challenged by unhappy members.

In this connection, valuable spectrum reassignments are
placed under the control of competitors, without any
statutorily mandated safeguards which bave been available to
all Commission licensees since the Communications Act was
first promulgated almost 60 years ago.

• Systems will be very difficult, if Dot tmpossible, to
finance because the initial assignment of spectrum to each
licensee would be eroded by subsequent entrants in a totally
unpredictable way. Investors simply are Dot accus~cmed to
dealing with highly conditional business plans.

9965.1111269311:51
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• Adding to the system liceneees' (and tbeir potential
investors') uncertainty is the prospect of yet additiooal
entrants at scme future date, with the current applicants
not knowing whether such future entrants will proPOSe, and
be licensed, to operate systems that are incompatible with
those granted initial access to this band.

While Celsat states that only Motorola should be pe~tted,

for exa.mple, to operate PDNA/'l'DMA, there is no aaaurance
that other similar incompatible ~rati0D8 will not be
proposed (e.g., ANSC) and accepted; SOIM -.y even propose
bi..directicmal operation, further ccmplicatiDg the prospects
for successful operaticm by all entrants - - existiDg or
future. 'I'he FCC has already armop.Dcecl, for e.x8JIIPle, that
all current applicants will be given the opportunity to
amend their applications to confo~ to the rules ultimately
adopted.

• The SOC approach rewards the ayst_ already UDder
construction (namely, ANSC) 'which can adapt ita wiDg
satellites to the new frequency banda very readily. This
serves only to perpetuate the monopoly granted to AMSC in
other portions of the L·band. As it would be the first user
of these bands, AMSC would establish a de facto standard,
and extensive redesign might be 'required for all subsequent
systems, even if they went into service (i.e,vere
"launched") only a few weeks apart. AMSC would certainly
assert rights to continue to occupy its spectrum in a manner
conducive to its then existing operation; this, in effect,
would work to exclude others if AMSC opts to uae PDMA/'l"DMA
as it now suggests it may do.

• Other Administrations have expressed strong interest in
using this spectrum. Our delay in establishing access
methodologies .i~l allow them to dictate how the US will
access this spectrum and INMARSAT vill be given a golden
opportunity to preempt the global arket. IRNAIIAT bas
already initiated international coordination of this
spectrum. We can not meaningfully coordinate with INMARSAT
unless we know JUm how our systems "ill use the spectrum..

Por example, coordinating the entire band for CDMA systems
and the 1613.8 - 1626.5 MHz portion for PDMA!TJ:JIa bi­
directional systems will surely generate a respoaae by other
Administrations that the U.S. (l~e the Republic o~ Tonga in
other contexts) is not seriously engaged in ...king' to
coordinate a real system - - and, unfortunately, they would
be right.

fMS.11aS269JII:S1
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Moreover, under the IIOC proposal, it appears that
coordination domestically among u.s. ayatemacan not
Maningfully begin until eystems are launched -- a proce.s
tremendously wasteful of the licena.e's orbiting ....t. and
spectrum resource.

• If spectrum is split equally with each additional ann
entrant, this creates a potential for warehousing spectrum
wpile a new entrant builds its busin.s., aDd denies spectrum
that may be needed for actual proviaion of s.rvice to on­
line customer. by an existing operating liceDilee•. It also
gives the first entrant acee.s to the entire baDd when the
operator (just getting started) only need8 a 8m&l1 amount of
spectrum, and reassigns it an increasingly _ller amount of
spectrum just When the operator needs a larger amount. This
unacceptably penalizes the successful operator, and its
customers.

• Accordingly, the most significant problem from the
perspective of the public using the.e MSS services is the
continuing threat of loss of service, or severe degradation
in quality, as band segments are adjusted to make way for
additional entrants who mayor may not be proposing a~c.ss

techniques which are compatible. In this same respect, this
key aspect of the proposal will eliminate any poSSibility of
utilizing wide-band spread spectrum systems (such as those
proposed by TRW and others), thus losing many of the
advantages of COMA.

• CUrrent experience with respect to aome terrestrial
services do not provide any meaningful guidance here. One
stmply cannot assume that the present employment of
spectrum coordinating committees in limited cases, with
limited spectrum prerogatives, is in any way analogous to
granting a non-governmental body the authority to assign
spectrum (and later take it away) for mult-billion dollar
global satellite systems.

In addition to the foregoing, there are two fundamental
issues Which, in TRW'S view, cast doubt on the legal validity of
the entire BOC approach. First, there i8 a substantial argument
that the FCC does not have the statutory authority to abandon its
regulatory functions and delegate spectrum assignment tasks of
this magnitude to a non-governmental entity, whether it be a
Standing Committee of operators or a continuing AdvisorY
Camnittee of the type now in place. See lIationa! ""sociation of
Broadcasters y. FOC. 740 F.2d 1190, 1200-01 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (the
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Commission'. -discretion is notboundl.••• : the ecaali••icm bas no
authority to experiment with its statutory ObligatiqD8·) aDd
Talosatcw Bet;)to;k of _.iga y. ree, 691 I' .. 2d 525,552 (D.C. Cir.
1982) (court cautionS FCC to take .pecial care DOt to abdicate
its responsibility to prevent ruinous competition); a180 .ee 47
U.S.C. 55 lSS(c) (1), and 308, 309.

Second, there is the question of the legal status of the
suggested Standing C~ttee, its charter (or articles of .
incorporation), by-lawa, operating rule., member cCllllposition,
civil liability for its actions, voting policie., funding, appeal
of unresolved disputes, and a h08t of aimilar iaau... By way of
analogy, we understand that the »mC cODIIortiUlll took over a year,
and continued direct PCC intervention, to work out ita internal
arrangements -- and they were forced to agree to operate a single
system. The precedential implications of this approach should be
of grave concern to the Commission.

Finally, it is important to point out that this entire
process has been necessitated by the intransigence of a single
applicant - - Motorola - - which refuses at every turn to abandon
any aspect of its initial design, notwith.tanding that All other
applicants have agreed on the manner in which they can equitably
share the spectrum with each other (i.e., Pull Band Interference
Sharing; see MSSAC-23 and 24).

We hope that the foregoing is helpfUl to your assessment of
the feasibility of the EOC. We would be pleased to discuss the
matter further, and/or provide additional information or support
for our views, if you think desirable.

z-

tMS.IIUS269SII:51
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0ptia1 A

Qdctirg' Primp'.:

&:;pity - All ~iamts have the Clp:u:tunity to Dplerent t:beir ptq:med
systErrs.

Pub1i.c In.tezest - Public access to semce. Universal c:ovemge with neximJm
c:arpetitial. No set asides for never-to-be i11p1.anented systErrs.

IIu:kI!t DrlWll - Bach ptcp2'B1t am P1rIJUe its QC1 bJ81pns plan with IX)

external p:ejudgnent as to risk ar technical appa:cach. '!be JlllZtret place
decides if the~ 18 COl:cec:t.

'IDbe".tima' DJte:a!Bts - MechaniIIn far t:a1d.qJ 8CCOlmt of Dt'I1- u.s. &y8tsrB
am the intematicm.l c::oord:inati.a1 of u.s. systea8.

Jg4:oach:

1. All systems b.lt Ir.idiun are l:uilt to qmate acxcss the ISS .l:l8Jm in the .
uplink am downlink dinCtia1. M%OrOla 8hc:uld l::uild to qmate in the
downlink throJghcut the 1613.8-1626.5 MIz J:Brd en a seocmary basis aDd in the
bam 1610-1626.5 Miz in the uplink directial.

2. All systEItB will be licensed in the upliJ1k directicn aacss the l:8nd 1610­
1626.5 Miz. All ~ systEItB will be licensed aacss the 2483.5-2500 Miz
downlink band. M:>torola will be licensed in the cblmlink en a eec:u=mry basis
in the band 1613.8-1626.5 MHZ.

3. '!be cax:ti.tialal license authorizes an cgUiamt to CXDJt%UCt aDd to launc:h
a satellite system. Q:mdinaticn will be~ with all U.S. cpemtars aDd
other foreign satellite ~tors before _tellite ].py+t aDS cp:r:atial. Strict
milesta1e scbedules far CXI1StXUCtia1 and initial ].JDCh will be~. Bach
satellite operator will be~ to launch cme _te'Ute within (3)~
fran c::c:mtnletiCl1 authorizaticn. 'Ibe Fa:: will DD1itar: the mUestaJe """")e
and detemnne \tdlether the licensee can ptcceed with ].mcb. '1he litwJsees will
leport periodically (6 IIDlth inteIVals after authar:lzatia1) en the pttI91ess of
their c::a1StlUetiCl1 schedules.

4. An Pcx= reccgnized st:anding carmittee cx:aprism of all lie-mues will be
used as the f01Ull to c::oord:inate the use of the~ by thMe U.S. II)'8teIn9
aramd the N:%ld. It 18 expected that the~ of eacI1 U.S. 8Y8tem.
will vary axamd the world am this cxmnittee will be used to deteDnine the
arramt of spectnrn to be used by each of these IIY8tSIB axam the 1IIarld.

5. '1he st:anding cxmnittee will dENelcp ptcp:w]s to II01ve iDt.erfeRDce i __

with other a&tinistJ:aticms' satellite 1I)'8teIn9' c:pa:atiDJ in this .1:BD:1. 'DJe8e
ptqx:ea's will be used by the rex: to coar.d.imte the U8e of the II);JeCtl\D with
the u.S. GcM!llllent aDd, t:braJgh the rro mgu.1.tary ptOCIIS, with ether
atininistlatialS' systEms ld1ether atellite or tez:nstrial 8eZ'Vic:s. 1fcwIM!r,
the FtC will nsra.in the focal point for rzu coonti.nIticm disalS8icm with
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.te1lite .u,ocatia1s at futum rro world J3dio cxmfemaoes to _ti8ty the
lcmger term needs of the M:lS cperatar8. Bligibility cdte:da to &a:IIS~
at1itima'ly allocated tands wculd be dlltcndJW' at tbe dmet:he IdSit'tma

'J:lm:3s 'I«:Uld be allClaltecS daresti,.,."y ar 1IlIbm 8EVice mlee are ...,.,,1"abed far
tbc8e new tsm.
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aaninistJ:aticms' BySts& whether atellite or t:ernstrial 8etVi0E. !tJWeYer,
tbe ~ will rEUBin tbe focal p:D.nt far rro coorc'inat:la:J d1"".icDI with
other alininistraticDI azx! with the u.s. 0CNw' II,eu:.

6. '!he llCX: will IIIIke U.S. dal88tic~ .....S"'.II.to the ..lUte
II}'8tet8 as they axe ]811D('*81. 'lhe 10.5 IIIz (1616-1626.5 1IIz) cu1d be a..t9l*S
equally between CDA an:! lItWt. teem:U.agies, with 5.25 JIIz ..naNe far ead1
teehDology in the UUted States subject to the i!W'cpdate cc:md1mticl1 vith
8f.\Y other aaninistmticn' 8 1I}'8tet8.

a. '!he~ systems will be assigned spectnan beginning fxan the top
of the band (1621.25-1626.;5 Niz). 1he fimt KM\ syatsn Ja1mc:hed
wculd be authorized to cpmte within the eatire 5.25 JIIz. If
sub1eguent ma 1I}'8tet8. are I-mr:hec1, the 5.25 .. v1ll be divJdld
equally BZlD'lg the J.ItNL 1I}'8tet8. 'DIe CIJta.....'Hte ..,.. wU1 be

. assigned an anamt of spectNn e:psl to t!at .,.n"1. to the .lItIa
II}'8tet8 beginning fmn the bcttan of the 1md (1616-1621.25 1IIz) • If
two ar nme a::M\ II}'8tet8 Jmmeh, each wa1l4 be authaI:':l.-s to qJeZate
within the saae 5.25 !liz, th1s pxiliJJg' IIplICU\IIl ., tbat fnq.JIacy
assigments \ro'OJld be used in tulttDl by all CI:f.A c:pe:mtara.

b. If a secax1 romd of a;plicatials 1s pexmi.tted, the DIIber of lie. rees
coild incJ:ease, bIt the llBXim.m m:aber of lic:w rees apemtiaal 1lDUd
be n < or • to [6, 7, 8 or 9] ?

c. If either technology does not develc:p, that is, if IJl:me of the
licensees authorized to iDpleaent a partiailar tee:::bDo1.c:lg bas
1auDchecl a satellite within [3] yeaxs of its initial cxmstxuctia1 and
launch authorizatiCX1, the PO: \ro'OJld xeassign the excess IIpeC:t:%Un for
use by the successful technology. S:imUarly, if zxme of the
licensees authorized to irtplenent a particular tee:!JDology has
1.almc:hed an entire system within [6] years of gmnt, the Pa: Day
recover the excess spectrum and xeassign it to the other tedmalcgy.

7. 'lhe 1610-1616 Nfz bm1 vaiLd be IIIIde avanable in a CUiiiQl pool to all
licensed a::r& cpexators in acc:cu:daDce with cc:md1mticl1 19Z._,I. cd
deperdi ng upc:n the msolutial of the Gla:ass ~.

8. ArIy pool of spectrum used by the ala c:pe:mtara cculd have acme ~tIIb1e
aharing of interference power in the uplink. and doNDJ :Ink dl.z8ctia1 _ IDf~
cxmsidered in the WOX'king 9ra:JPEI. '!he IItanE!lJJg camd.ttee ccu1d detcndm these
values cxmsistent with the rro Radio ReguJ8t'laa and the c:pmtcIn' ~ty to
aeek &gleenents for values greter ~ ~ DIItlenI _ ott] i,., by
ag;ttcptiate coordinatiCX1 agxesrent:s with other IdiriniJltmticm8. In c:a.- of
c1i.sagmelrent, the defall't values, as ncJ,uwr'e:S by the Q:mnittee .am ldq1tecS
in the Q:mnissial's rules, vaiLd be follCMlld.

9. 'Ibe u.s. GovetDlent 1«l1ld seek to cff'ain USit1a:a1 IIPIICtmn far R.bile
_tellite allocaticms at .futu%e 1'1U 1IIIDr1d Ddio coaf~ to -tiwfy t:be
lcmger teml needs of the M:1S cpv:atcD:B. 811gib1lity criteria to acci'I •• tJ8e
atsitimally allocated l::Brm wt11ld be detemdmd at the t:IIII! the Idditiawl
bmds wculd be allocatecl dcmestically ar 1llt81 ee:rv:I.ce xule8 am 88t:abl.iIIb8S for
these new bands.
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BQUITY -

PUBLIC' Ilft'BRBST -

MARJCBT DRIVBN -

IN'l'BRNATIODL

INTBRBSTS -

OPPOR'l'URITY FOR ALL TO IMPLIMBIIT PROPOSBD SYS'l'BMS

PUBLIC ACCESS • UNIVBRSAL COVBUGB "/MAXIMUM

COMPBTITION

BACH PROPOtmNT CAN' PURSUB ITS 01DI BUSDBSS PLAN,

w/o BXTBRNAL'PRB-JUDGMBlft' AS TO RISlt OR TBCBNICAL

APPROACH, MAXIMIZB MULTIPLB BRTRY, MARKBT PIN:B

DBCIDBS MERITS.

MBCHANISM FOR TUING ACCOON'l' OP RON·U.S. SYSTBMS

AIm THB INTBRNATIONAL COORDINATION OF U. S.

SYSTIMS



(2)
APPIOIQI

QlSIGl/BVI:LD - ALL SY8TBMS 1'0 OPBRATB ACROSS PULL MBS UPLIB AND DOIIlfLIB

BARDS.
MnOROLA - PULL UPLIB BAND: 1610-1626.5 MHZ

DOWRLINK: 1613.8-1626.5 IGIZ, SICOIQARX BASIS

LIC'UDP -

LICBlfSB -

POLL UPLIN1t BAND: ALL SYSTBMS, 1610-1626.5 MHZ

DOIRLIIK BARD: ALL SYSTBMS, 2483.5-2500 MHZ
IXCBPT I«n'OROLA, 1613.8-1626.5 MHZ ON A SBCORQARX BASIS

.
CORDITIORAL, POR CONSTRUCTIOIf AND LAUNCH.

COORDIDTION RBQUIRBD WITH ALL U. S. OPBRATORS AND OTHBR

FORBIGlf SATBLLITB OPERATORS.


